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Abstract 
The effect of peer review on L2 writing has already been established. The benefit of peer review to the feedback giver, 
however, remains to be explored. This quasi-experimental study intends to examine the effect of giving peer corrective 
feedback on the writing of givers against the effect of receiving it from peers. The study was conducted in an EFL classroom 
setting with 45 learners of English in three writing classes who were labelled as the "givers", the "receivers", and the 
comparison group. Over four sessions of treatment, the givers reviewed the writing of the receivers with two functions of 
English articles (a/an as the first mention and the as the anaphoric reference) and simple past tense (regular and irregular) as 
the features in focus without receiving any comments from others on their writing. The receivers received feedback from 
peers but were deprived of giving any feedback to others. The comparison group, however, neither gave nor received any peer 
feedback. The study followed a pretest, posttest, delayed posttest design. Analyses run on the data obtained from a picture 
description task and a grammaticality judgment test indicated that the givers made significantly more improvements than the 
receivers and the receivers, in turn, made significantly more improvements than the comparison group in terms of the forms 
targeted.  
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1. Introduction 
      Peer review has already generated increasing research interest over the last two decades (e.g., Cho & 
MacArthur, 2010; Hansen & Liu, 2005; Zhu, 2001). The effects of receiving feedback from peers on L2 accuracy 
have already been given full attention. This study, however, intends to investigate the benefits of giving 
corrective feedback over receiving it on the students' writing accuracy of English past tense and the definite and 
indefinite articles.  
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2. Background 
 
      Peer feedback has been indicated to be a useful source of feedback complementing teacher feedback (e.g., 
Rollinson, 2005). A substantial body of research has compared teacher feedback with peer feedback (e.g., Berg, 
1999), and in the majority of them, students have been reported to favour and appreciate receiving feedback from 
teachers more than receiving it from peers. Nevertheless, both types of feedback appear to be effective with 
different beneficial effects.  
 
2.1. Peer feedback: Pros and cons  
 
      Peer review is now taken to be a salient characteristic of process-oriented writing instruction. In collaborative 
peer review, students comment on each other's written products in order to improve revised drafts and overall 
writing ability by mutual scaffolding (Tsui & Ng, 2000; Zhu, 2001). Peer review is supported by process writing 
theory which is connected with multiple drafting, extensive revision, and pair work (e.g., Hu, 2005) and 
collaborative learning theory which takes learning as a social activity occurring through interaction with peers 
(Bruffee, 1984, as cited in Hanson & Liu, 2005).  
     A number of problems have been identified to be related to peer review; the first problem has its roots in the 
fact that students have limited proficiency of the language and its rhetorical rules, preventing them from 
providing concrete and useful feedback, and also differentiating good and poor feedback (Leki, 1990; Tsui & Ng, 
2000). The second problem is that learners tend to attend to surface errors when they are assigned to comment on 
their peers' writings (Nelson & Murphy, 1992). The third problem might originate from students' negative 
attitudes towards peer review; they might be hostile towards their peers and give over-critical comments on their 
writings (Nelson & Murphy, 1992). Some may have negative reaction to their peers' comments (Villamil & de 
Guerrero, 1994) and become over-defensive. The fourth problem concerns cross-cultural issues; students coming 
from varying cultural backgrounds are likely to bring different sociolinguistic norms of interaction and different 
beliefs about what is good writing; as a result, they may offer inappropriate comments in mixed groups (Nelson 
& Murphy, 1992).  
      Despite the problems pointed out, peer review is reported to bring about a sense of audience (Mendonça & 
Johnson, 1994), to make students have a better understanding of their writing ability, to encourage collaborative 
learning, to foster "the ownership of text" (Tsui & Ng, 2000), to improve self- and peer-assessment and reduce 
teachers’ workload (Patri, 2002), to see issues from different perspectives (Paulus, 1999), to build writer 
confidence (Leki, 1990), to empower students communicatively to be able to interact effectively (Mendonça & 
Johnson, 1994), and to persuade students to read and revise their own writings critically (Rollinson, 2005). As 
noted by Hu (2005), such benefits and problems have a potential nature, and if carefully designed, training 
students for reviewing purposes can maximize the role of peer review in enhancing the students' L2 writing 
competence. 
      Another body of studies has investigated the impact of training L2 learners on how to do peer review (Berg, 
1999; Hansen & Liu, 2005; Hu, 2005; Liou & Peng, 2009; Min, 2006) to resolve the problems found with peer 
review. The results have been overwhelmingly positive. Berg (1999) investigated the effects of trained peer 
response making a comparison between two groups; one group was trained as to giving feedback to their peers 
and the other group did not receive any training. Results indicated that training students on doing peer review 
improved students' skill in giving comments and text quality. In Min’s (2003) study, misunderstanding of the 
writer’s intention and vague comments were taken responsible for the failure of most corrections made by peers. 
To resolve this problem, she innovated a design in which the writer's intentions were clarified, problems were 
identified, the nature of problems was elaborated on, and suggestions were exemplified. Min (2005) used that 
four-step procedure when students performed peer review; in addition, individual problems in giving feedback 
were intimately explored in teacher-student consultations. Results showed that the students produced 
significantly more comments after training, and their comments on global aspects of the language were more 
acceptable. In a follow-up study, Min (2006) investigated the effect of trained reviewers’ feedback on the types 
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and quality of their peers' revised writings. It was revealed that the feedback given as a result of training 
positively affected EFL students’ revisions. Moreover, Hu (2005) found the training activities and follow-ups he 
utilized to make students more efficient reviewers which is taken to be important for the purpose of materializing 
the potential advantages of peer review. The training activities involved discussions to raise the students' 
awareness of the merits and demerits of peer review, examination and discussion of valid and invalid peer 
feedback and revisions samples, practice of reviewing and revising a text, teacher-led reflection and explicit 
instruction to reinforce the initial training, explanation of procedures, and a brief teacher-led review before the 
second and third peer review sessions. Examples of teacher follow-ups he adopted were collecting written peer 
comments, marking them, providing good and poor feedback, indicating how to make useful comments, etc.  
      Taken together, all the above findings corroborated with the conclusion that the benefits of the peer feedback 
activity can be fully realized by teacher planning and student training (Hansen & Liu, 2005; Rollinson, 2005). It 
needs to be pointed out that without getting learners prepared for participating in peer review, the teacher might 
not succeed to achieve a satisfactory result.  
2.2. The benefits of giving peer feedback to the giver 
     The effectiveness of commenting on peers' papers on the reviewer's own writing ability has been pointed out 
by a small number of research studies (e.g., Hu, 2005; Min, 2005; Lundstorm & Baker, 2009; Rollinson, 2005; 
Tsui & Ng, 2000). The majority of the studies that have touched upon the issue have not examined it empirically, 
rather, they have relied on self-reported beliefs of the learners about the effects that peer review might have had 
on their writing ability (e.g., Hu, 2005; Min, 2005; Tsui & Ng, 2000). Lundstorm and Baker (2009), however, 
explored the issue empirically; they indicated that “givers”, i.e., the students who reviewed the peers' writings, 
showed more improvement in their writing at the end of the semester compared to the receivers, i.e., the students 
who revised their writings based on the comments they received from their peers. Furthermore, they investigated 
which aspects of the reviewers' writing improved, i.e., global or local. Their finding indicated that givers made 
more gains in global aspects of writing than receivers.  
      Additionally, Schunk (2012) finds authority as one of the factors that can influence students' motivation and 
learning. He refers to authority as "whether students can assume leadership and develop independence and 
control over learning activities", and discusses that "teachers can foster authority by allowing students to 
participate in decisions, giving them choices and leadership roles, and teaching them skills that allow them to 
take responsibility for learning" (p. 256). In settings in which students are allowed to exercise some degree of 
authority, self-efficacy is apt to be higher (Ames, 1992a, 1992b, as cited in Schunk, 2012). Self-efficacy pertains 
to believing in one's abilities to learn or perform actions at appointed levels (Bandura, 1997, as cited in Schunk, 
2012), which critically influences motivation and achievement (e.g., Schunk & Pajars, 2005). Accordingly, it 
might be argued that the current study is a step forward in giving higher levels of authority to students by giving 
responsibility to them which can raise their self-efficacy, motivation, and achievement. The following research 
question was addressed in the current study:    
      Do the students who give focused peer feedback improve their accuracy in using a/an and the and the simple 
past tense more than those who receive focused peer feedback? 
3. Method 
 
3.1. Participants   
     
      Participants for this study were 45 pre-intermediate students (32 male and 20 female), aged between 16 and 
27. They were assigned into three groups: focused feedback givers (n = 15), focused feedback receivers (n = 12), 
and a comparison group (n = 18). To get assurance as to the homogeneity of the participating groups, a placement 
test was given to the students. A one-way ANOVA run on their scores indicated that there was not statistically 
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significant difference in terms of general English knowledge among the three groups involved. Furthermore, the 
test revealed that the participants were in the pre-intermediate level. In addition, the one-way ANOVA run on the 
scores obtained from the pre-test revealed that the difference observed among the groups on the picture-
description task and grammaticality judgment test was not statistically significant.  
       
3.2. Materials 
 
      The test which was administered to examine the participants' global proficiency (Solutions Placement Test, 
2007) contained 50 multiple choice items. A picture description task and two grammaticality judgment tests were 
employed as the pre-test, immediate post-test, and delayed post-test. The participants were asked to use the past 
tense in describing the pictures, so we were able to measure their accuracy in terms of the past tense, too. To 
reduce the practice effect, two parallel grammaticality judgment tests were developed. The grammaticality 
judgment tests contained 38 underlined NPs and VPs each. The students were directed to decide whether the 
underlined parts of each sentence were grammatical or ungrammatical. They were also asked to correct all 
ungrammatical parts. The underlined phrases were relevant to the use of the two functions of English articles and 
simple past tense (regular and irregular forms). 
      Additionally, two instruments were used during the treatment sessions: the compositions participants had 
written during the term, and an editing form. The editing form prepared for the givers included a table in which 
students were required to write the errors relating to the use of the two functions of English articles and the 
simple past tense they found in the writings, specify their places, and make corrections required. 
 
3.3. Procedure 
 
      This study had a quasi-experimental design. It took place during 11 weeks. After participants were given the 
placement test (week 1), the pre-test was administered to all the three groups (week 2). In the picture description 
task, students were required to write the description of the sequential pictures of eight sheets in the past tense 
within 20 minutes. In the grammaticality judgment tests, the participants were directed to decide whether the 
underlined parts of each sentence were grammatical or ungrammatical, and correct those judged to be 
ungrammatical. They were supposed to complete this test in 10 minutes.  In week 3, the treatment began. There 
was no interaction among the students to see the individual effects of giving and receiving peer feedback on the 
students' writings; the feedback givers and receivers were in separate groups, and they only gave written 
corrective feedback or received it without any discussion about the errors between givers and receivers. Byrd 
(2003) calls this type of peer review as "silent editing", during which no oral communication takes place and 
students critique peers' papers by giving written comments. 
      Both groups of givers and receivers had four treatment sessions. Before the givers began to edit the papers, 
copies of a sample paper corrected by the teacher were handed to them as a model showing them how to correct 
the papers. The students were required to make direct correction which involves indicating and correcting errors. 
It needs to be mentioned that during the treatment, this group did not receive any feedback on their writings. 
Subsequently, for four times, the receivers received the papers edited by the givers and revised them according to 
the corrections suggested. This group did not give any feedback on their peers' writings, during the treatment. 
Both groups completed the above tasks as the normal class requirement. Receiving no treatment and placebo, the 
comparison group had only their own regular classes.  
      In week 7, the immediate post-test, which included the picture description task and the grammaticality 
judgment test, parallel to the one used in the pre-test, was administered to all the three groups. After three weeks, 
the delayed post-test containing the same tests used in the immediate post-test were given to the participants. 
 
4. Results and discussion 
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      For scoring the students' completed picture description tasks, we provided an error-free story for each picture 
description sheet, then the total number of obligatory uses of the targeted structures in the sheets was determined. 
Each participant' accuracy then was computed by dividing the total number of correct uses of the targeted forms 
by the total number of targeted structures' obligatory uses in the task. Finally, the results were multiplied by 100. 
For example, 80 correct uses of the targeted forms out of 101 were computed as 79%. Scoring the grammaticality 
judgment tests was simply done by dividing the correct answers by the total number of underlined parts. For 
checking the inter-rater reliability on the scores obtained from the picture description task, a second rater scored a 
sample of 20% of the total data coming equally from the pre-test, immediate post-test, and delayed post-test. The 
inter-rater reliability computed for the picture description task was .98.  
      A one-way repeated measures ANOVA run on the scores obtained from the three testing occasions for the 
picture description task yielded a significant main effect for time with a large effect size, p < .0001, ŋ2 = .90, a 
significant interaction effect between time and the treatment with a large effect size, p < .0001, ŋ2 = .57.  
Moreover, the results indicated a significant main effect for the giving/receiving treatment, p < .0001, ŋ2 = .395.  
     The scatter plot run for the two parallel grammaticality judgment tests indicated that the scores obtained from 
these tests were related in a linear fashion. A strong positive relationship was observed between the scores of the 
two tests, r = .659. The data collected from the grammaticality judgment test were submitted to a one-way 
repeated measures ANOVA. The results obtained from this analysis revealed a significant main effect for time 
with a large effect size, p < .0001, ŋ2 = .85 and a significant interaction effect between time and the 
giving/receiving treatment, p < .0001, ŋ2 = .49.  The results also indicated a significant main effect for the 
giving/receiving treatment, p < .0001, ŋ2 = .423.  
      Our research question asked whether the givers of focused peer feedback would improve their accuracy in 
using the forms in focus more than the receivers of focused peer feedback. In light of the results obtained from 
the picture description task and grammaticality judgment tests, it can be mentioned that students who gave 
focused peer feedback outperformed the students who received it in the immediate and delayed post-tests. The 
finding accords with that of Lundstorm and Baker (2009), suggesting that giving feedback to peers has the 
potentiality to be more effective than receiving it in improving students' writing quality. This finding may be 
justified by the point that the students trained to be critical readers during peer review, move towards getting 
more self-reliant writers (Rollinson, 2005). Getting involved in providing peer feedback leads students to be 
focused on some aspects of the language and develop some new structures (Diab, 2010). Furthermore, givers' 
outperformance in the post-tests may be accounted for by their engagement in thinking more deeply during 
editing their peers' papers compared to the receivers. Thinking deeply during editing might trigger the editors to 
reflect on their own texts in the process of writing which could be referred to as reflection-in-action. Learners are 
likely to reflect on their writing as they are assigned to revise their writings. This conscious reflection might 
change learners' texts for better (e.g., Denny, 2008; Storch, 2005).  
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